ABSTRACT
INTRODUCTION
ussia, once isolated from the Western world, is now encouraging trade and direct investment. As Exhibit1 reveals, there has been a substantial interest by countries other than the U.S. to invest in Russia. The chart also demonstrates that while U.S. investment accounted for only 6.7 percent of total foreign investment in Russia in 2006, the interest from U.S. investors has more than doubled since 2005.
Exhibit 2 demonstrates the growing amount of imports from Russia to the U.S. and the slightly increasing exports from the U.S. to Russia. We expect this trend to continue to grow. U.S. managers will have an everincreasing interaction with Russian managers, and Russian managers will have an ever-increasing interaction with their American counterparts. The U.S. Foreign Corrupt Practices Act of 1977 holds U.S. managers accountable for ethical behavior when dealing with foreign countries. The increasing globalization of business, in general, and specifically with Russia, requires managers to develop a better understanding of the cultural background and ethical reasoning of the individuals who are involved in multinational business. Cohen, Pant and Sharp (1996) indicate the importance for multinational accounting firms to predict international differences in ethical behavior. Their research supports the popular belief that Hofstede's (1980) original four measures of national culture are useful for designing studies that investigate cross-national differences in ethical sensitivity and offer several suggestions to improve the usefulness of research results. Only a few cross-national ethics studies have focused on the differences in ethical beliefs between Eastern Europeans and nationals of other countries.
As a basis for this survey, we used an instrument designed by Nyaw and Ng (1994) . It was a comparative analysis of the ethical beliefs of business students from four countries: Canada, Japan, Hong Kong, and Taiwan. Their study was unique in that it measured the respondents' ethical beliefs toward five stakeholder groups, as developed by Waters et. al. (1986) . Nyaw and Ng developed five major hypotheses based on Hofstede's 1983 study in which he identified four cultural dimensions (individualism-collectivism, masculinity-femininity, power-distance, and uncertainty-avoidance). Nyaw and Ng then used this information to develop a series of ethical situations reflecting the five stakeholder groups and the four cultural dimensions. The empirical results of their study indicated that while national origin may impact individuals' reactions to particular ethical dilemmas, Hofstede's model is somewhat limited in predicting ethical beliefs across nations.
The Nyaw and Ng study tested Asians from Hong Kong, Japan and Taiwan, and only later was testing performed on individuals from mainland China. Additional studies were conducted with European subjects from the late 80"s through the current period. We believe that there could be differences in study results if the study were replicated with subjects from Russian and United States graduate business students.
Purpose
The purpose of this study is to identify whether there are differences in the ethical beliefs of graduate business students in Russia and the United States when compared to using the four dimensions delineated by Hofstede. This study replicates the study conducted by Nyaw and Ng (1994) . Earlier studies have compared United States business students with students from France and Germany (Becker, et. al., 1987) , Israel (Preble and Rachel, 1988) , Denmark and New Zealand (Lysonski and Gaidis, 1991) , South Africa (Orpen, 1987) , and Nigeria (Tsalikis and Nwachukwu, 1991) .
Business Ethics in Literature
Defining ethics has been problematic for both practitioners and researchers (Brenner; Molander 1977) . Although several definitions have been proposed, the elements which ethics encompass; i.e., moral principles and standards, provide the basis for the paper. Ethical research has evolved and proliferated over the last twenty years. The earlier research focused on domestic ethical issues. In the last decade, there has been increasing emphasis on cross-cultural ethics. The topics range from corporate codes of ethics (Langlois and Schlegelmilch 1990) to bribery (Tsalikis and Nwacaukwu, 1992) . Ralston states that "one of these under-explored areas of particular relevance in today's global economy is the issue of differences in ethics across cultures." Studies are currently beginning to address these issues. For example, Khazanchi (1995) reports that "on the average, there is a significant gender gap in the recognition of unethical behavior in information systems." He stated that women outperformed men in identifying unethical actions. This supports studies of Armstrong (1987) , Lampe and Finn (1992) and St. Pierre, et al (1990) who found accounting students to have low levels of ethical reasoning. In the latter, they found that female accounting majors have higher ethical scores than males. Conversely, Sikula's 1994 study of a large sample of California State University college-aged students does not support the forgoing hypothesis. Consequently, review of gender issues research indicates the need for further study.
Sommer, Welsh and Gubman (2000) studied the ethical orientations of Russian entrepreneurs. They selected entrepreneurs because Russian small private businesses led privatization and economic transformation. The researchers used a model for identifying ethical orientation that classified individuals on two dimensions -idealism and relativism. The former accepts only right behaviors leading to right outcomes, while the later accepts the "ends justifies the means" theory. They compared their survey results to U.S. entrepreneurs. Citing Russia as a collectivist culture where close personal friendships are important, the researchers recognized that the people-relationship impact is a primary emphasis in Russian decision making. Their results suggested that building relationships occurs prior to successful joint ventures. Specifically, they state that "a careful inspection of our results shows the cultural difference to follow a specific and peculiar pattern". That is, while the Russian entrepreneurs were eager to engage in behavior that exploited opportunities, they nevertheless were protective of our personal relationships with business associated. The conclusion of Sommer et al supports the notion that cultural influences interact with situational factors.
Culture has been considered a significant research topic since the 1980s. Hofstede, throughout the 1980's, developed a framework of culture that provides an assessment of the extent to which cultures differ from each other (Nyaw and Ng). Hofstede defines culture as "a collective mental programming that consists of four dimensions: individual-collectivism, masculinity-femininity, power-distance, and uncertainty-avoidance." (Nyaw) In Hofstede"s 1980 study, he categorized the major cultural dimensions for each of forty countries, using a range of 0 to 100. Unfortunately, Russia was not included in Hofstede"s IBM study. However, Welsh, et al conducted a survey of Russian engineers in the late 1980"s. The results of their study ranked Russians high in power-distance. Concerning the uncertainty-avoidance characteristic, the researchers felt that since Russia respects long-term relationships and values stability, it would be high in this dimension as well. Russia has traditionally been a collectivist society for the past three hundred years and is so designated in this dimension, even though the breakup of the former Soviet Union has changed their political situation. In Hofstede's model, Russia can be considered included in the group of developing countries while the U.S. belongs to the Anglo class for the masculine-feminine dimension. Differences on the four dimensions are suggested by the researchers to be as follows: Vadi and Jaakson (2006) state that "modern managers of the companies with Soviet history have admitted that the biggest challenge in their managerial career has been changing employees" attitudes toward stealing company"s assets".
Kliucharev and Muckle (2005) explored the complexity, or possible confusion, in public attitudes to ethical issues in Russia. They describe the "Soviet person" being impacted by the mass media, the world of business, and the Church . However, these three influences are seen as promulgating conflicting values . Thus, while business is becoming an important source of moral values, they conclude that Russians have not yet reconciled the traditional Russian community spirit with the spirit of enterprise. Another research study supports the slow, but nevertheless, changing nature of traditional Russian business values. Lundlum and Moskaloinov (2005) discuss the emerging former soviet economic transition to private business. In their paper, the authors indicate that ethics problems are commonplace in Russian business. They conducted a study of Russian business students around the same time as our study. Their research examined Russian business students" attitudes towards business ethics. Some of their subjects had taken a course in business ethics. Their research results indicated overwhelmingly that Russian business students did not want to work for an unethical company. However, they also cautioned as Russia transitions to a more global economy, Russian business owners will not simply follow Western notions of business.
As a result of increased participation in the world economy, the situation in Russia will likely change, even more than in the early years of the 21 st century. There is some research to support that Russians are beginning to accept the Western model of behavior in the corporate world. This document set out the requirement for companies having more than 1,000 shareholders to be in compliance with the objectives, policies, and reporting procedures of the country"s new corporate governance system. The researchers also point out that the code reflects standards developed by international bodies, such as the Organization of Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) and the World Bank as organizations currently influencing current Russian business ethics. Since the Russian Code of Conduct applies only to large businesses, McCarthy and Puffer highlight the impact of the code will not filter down to small and medium businesses in the near future. The authors state that in Russia today, there are Western ethical influences in the business environment. Russian managers will continue to be influenced by traditional Russian norms and behaviors. As a result, the researchers warn us that Russian managers may behave in a way that is interpreted as unethical by the Western community.
In the world of accounting, business ethics are always at the forefront. The International Federation of Accountants (IFAC), an organization whose objective is to develop and enhance worldwide accountancy, published a Code of Ethics for the Professional Accountant in 1990. In the preface, the organization recognized that there is a wide cultural diversity throughout the world in which the accountancy profession operates. The basic premise of the Code is that "in order to achieve the objectives of the accountancy profession, professional accountants have to observe a number of prerequisites or fundamental principles". Yet, there are profound differences in ethical practices that both managers, who do business with Russian companies and accountants who audit Russian businesses, must become aware of.
THE NYAW AND NG STUDY
The Mee-Kau Nyaw and Ignace Ng study, published by the Journal of Business Ethics in 1994, examined the extent to which business students from Canada, Japan, Hong Kong, and Taiwan react differently to ethical dilemmas involving employees, supervisors, customers, suppliers, and business rivals. In this prior research study, a questionnaire was developed which contained 14 ethical dilemmas. For each scenario, students were asked to respond, on a seven -point scale, to how likely they were to behave in a certain way. In the 1994 study, the researchers also measured the inclination of the respondent to respond positively to socially desirable behaviors and negatively to socially undesirable behaviors in self-report questionnaire surveys.
The 1994 study suggested that cultural dimensions identified by Hofstede could be used to help explain why students from different countries demonstrate different ethical standards with regard to employees, superiors, customers, suppliers, and competitors. Concerning job security and health and safety, the researchers hypothesized that people from collectivist societies would view their organization as more important than those in individualistic societies. Concerning discrimination against female employees, the researchers hypothesized that while both power distance and individualism could contribute to attitudes towards females, masculine societies are more inclined to resort to discriminatory practices. Concerning whistle-blowing, power distance and individualism/collectivism would be significant factors causing differences between groups. If there were high respect for authority (high power distance), as well as high loyalty to the group (collectivist), employees would be more inclined to cover for their superior's questionable activities.
The researchers also thought the uncertainty-avoidance dimension would explain inter-country differences in behaviors toward customers and suppliers. Strong uncertainty-avoidance countries, which have a preference for stability and consistency, would put great emphasis in maintaining their relationships with existing customers and suppliers. As a result, strong uncertainty avoidance countries would be less tolerant of unethical behaviors toward customers and suppliers. Finally, in collectivist countries where group loyalty is intense, group members would be more willing to engage in unethical practices to outperform business rivals. On the other hand, individualistic countries would be less willing to engage in such practices. Also contributing to treatment of rivals is the masculinefeminine dimension. In masculine societies, performance is highly valued where the "end justifies the means". Thus, the researcher felt that highly masculine societies are more likely to engage in unethical behavior in order to beat business rivals.
HYPOTHESES
For the purpose of this study, the major implication of Hofstede's framework is that the groups of U.S. and Russian business students differ from each other in the four cultural dimensions identified previously. Thus, we would expect differences in responses of Russian graduate business students and U.S. graduate business students when faced with ethical dilemmas.
The characteristics for power-distance, individualism and masculinity, as well as the arguments made in the original study by Nyaw and Ng, formed the basis for the five hypotheses that we developed in this study. These hypotheses are:
Since the U.S. is considered to be highly individualistic and Russia is collectivist, it can therefore be hypothesized that:
H1:
When compared to Russians, the U.S. respondents are less likely to show concern for the job security and/or health and safety of employees.
Since the U.S. is a perceived to be a more masculine society than Russia, it can therefore be hypothesized that:
H2:
Of the two countries, the U.S. is more likely to be tolerant of discriminatory practices against females.
Since the U.S. scores are low on high power-distance compared to our perception of Russia, it is hypothesized that:
H3:
Of the two countries, the U.S. is less likely to accept questionable practices by supervisors.
Since Russia desires long-term relationships with customers and suppliers and its need for uncertainty avoidance is believed to be higher than that of the U.S., it is hypothesized that:
H4:
Of the two countries, the United States is more likely to tolerate unethical behavior toward customers and suppliers than Russia.
Since the U.S. is a highly individualistic society compared to Russia where group loyalty is intense, we may conclude that in individualistic U.S., there is less willingness to resort to unethical practices to outperform business rivals than in Russia. Thus, it is hypothesized that:
H5:
Of the two countries, the U.S. respondents would be more ethical toward business rivals.
Sample and Descriptive Statistics
The questionnaire was administered in 2004 to 108 students who are graduate business students at the American Institute for Business and Economics, Moscow, Russia, and to 64 graduate business management majors at the University of Hartford. Both were administered during regular class periods resulting in a one hundred percent response rate. Since the classes in Moscow in which the surveys were administered were taught in English, we believe that the students" command of the English language was more than adequate to understand and respond to the questions. The age of the respondents in Russia ranged from 21 -50, with an average age of 25.74 years, while the U.S. respondents had a smaller range, 21 -44, with an average age of 29.55 years. Twenty-eight of the U.S. respondents were male and 31 were female (not all responded to the demographic questions). In Russia, there were 57 female respondents and 45 male (again not all responded to this question). The average level of the respondents" education in the United States was comparable to that of the Russian students as shown in Exhibit 3: In terms of months of experience, the U.S. students averaged 67.67 months with a range of zero to 156 months. Russian students averaged 45.49 months with zero to 300 months of experience. In assessing the ease of answering the questions and the realistic nature of the questions, U.S. students responses averaged 2.446 (relatively easy) and 4.357 (moderate), respectively, whereas the Russian students averaged 2.92 and 4.887, respectively. We group the responses by hypothesis, based upon the relationships between the stakeholder and the questions as follows:
Classification of Questions by Major Category

Hypothesis 1
Questions 10 and 14 are concerned with health and safety. Questions 2 and 11 are concerned with job security.
Hypothesis 2
Questions 4 and 7 are concerned with gender-discriminatory practices.
Hypothesis 3
Questions 6 and 9 are concerned with accepting questionable practices by supervisors.
Hypothesis 4
Questions 1 and 5 are concerned with unethical behavior towards customers. Questions 3 and 13 are concerned with unethical behavior towards suppliers.
Hypothesis 5 Question 8 and 12 are concerned with unethical behavior towards business rivals
The data allows us to divide the respondents into Russian and U.S. respondents and into male and female respondents. We perform t-tests on the means of two aggregate groups; i.e. Based upon these results, U.S. females exhibit the most consistent ethical pattern of behavior, with Russian Males the least consistent ethical pattern of behavior. U.S. Males and Russian Females exhibit comparable frequencies of ethical behavior based upon their average ranks. In terms of rank, U.S. Females represent something of an outlier, with half of the #1 ranks and 5 of 14 of the #2 ranks. While U.S. Males (average rank of 2.57) have a higher rank than Russian Females (2.79), these numbers are not much different than that for Russian Males (average rank of 3.00).
We have also calculated the range of the mean responses. The largest range is 1.139 for Question 8 (Hypothesis 5, Table 5 ) and the smallest range is 0.346 for Question 9 (Hypothesis 3, Table 3 ). The only range greater than 1 is for Question 8, and 12 rangers are between 0.500 and 1.0. While statistically significant and important differences in behavior exist, we note that all groups tend to cluster in the relative more ethical range. The only instance in which both Russian Males and Russian Females are on one side of 3 (the neutral response) and U.S. Males and U.S. Females on the other side of 3 is Question 3 (Hypothesis 4, Table 8 ). In this case, the Russian responses, with a mean of 2.787, indicate relatively more ethical behavior than U.S. responses, with a mean of 3.242. If we view a value of 3, the mid-point, as being the demarcation between relatively ethical and unethical behavior, then generally, all four sub-groups tend to have means in the ethical range of behavior. With the exception of Question 3, as noted above, when a group"s mean falls in the unethical range, it tends to be not much different from 3.
We need to mention two patterns that appear in the analysis. The first is what we call an "outlier" effect. In this situation, one of the respondent groups (RM, RF, UM, or UF) exhibits a large deviation in the value of its mean relative to the other groups. This pattern is most prominent in 3 of the 4 questions in Hypothesis 1 (Questions 10, 14, and 2, Table 5 ). Second, we designate a "bracketing" effect. In this case, the two groups for one country lie between the two groups for the other country. Thus, it is possible to have mean values that are very close, but which obscure underlying differences in behavior. An example of this is seen in Question 7 (Hypothesis 2, Table 6 ). These two patterns indicate the possible presence of a gender-country/culture interaction. This will require further analysis to determine why one respondent group might deviate from the others and why respondents from one country exhibit a much larger range in responses than the other.
In the analysis that follows, we use Excel to conduct a t-test, assuming different variances, to compare the means of Russian and U.S. respondents, and Male and Female respondents. We use the disaggregated data to conduct four comparisons of the sub-groups; i.e. RM v. RF, UM v. UF, RM v. UM, and RF v. UF. We consider each hypothesis in turn and provide a table for each hypothesis which reports the t-statistic assuming different variances, the probability associated with each t-statistic, means, variances, range of the four disaggregated group means, and rank order (in parenthesis). Each table also contains a statement of the hypothesis, each question, and whether higher values are associated with more or less ethical behavior. In our analysis, we will draw one of four conclusions. First, the hypothesis is confirmed. In this case the statistical comparison will generate t-statistics that are significant at a 10% level or better, and have the correct sign. Second, a hypothesis may not be confirmed. Here, the t-statistics do not achieve a sufficient value to be a statistically significant level. Third, we allow the hypothesis to be contradicted. To be contradicted, there must be statistical significance at a 10% level or better, but the sign is the opposite of that predicted by the hypothesis. Fourth, it is possible for there to be different results from the questions relating to the same hypothesis. In this case, we will have mixed results. Tables 1, 2 3 and 4 provide the results of our analysis related to Hypothesis 1.
Hypothesis 1:
Concerning Safety:
10-How likely are you to buy ergonomically designed tools? (higher more ethical) 14-How likely are you to purchase safety equipment? (higher more ethical) Hypothesis 1 states that when compared to Russians, the U.S. respondents are less likely to show concern for the job security and/or health and safety of employees. Table 5 presents the results for Hypothesis 1. Questions 10 and 14 are designed to gather information concerning employee health and safety. Question 10 deals with the purchase of ergonomic equipment, and 14 with the purchase of safety equipment. The aggregate comparison of Russian and U.S. respondents indicates that a statistically significant differences exists at a 10% level for question 10 and a 1% level for question 14. The results are of the wrong sign and, as a consequence, contradict the hypothesis. Based on the aggregate comparison, U.S. respondents exhibit more concern for health and safety issues.
When the data is separated into the disaggregated data, a more nuanced situation arises. For Question 10, a comparison of U.S. Females (UF) to Russian Females (RF) and U.S. Males (UM) indicates that US Females are more likely to adopt ergonomically designed tools than the other respondent groups. These results are at least a 5% level of statistical significance. With the other three groups in a narrow range, 3.500 to 3.603, U.S. Females, at 4.159, exhibit outlier behavior. Thus, for Question 10, U.S. Females have a statistically significant likelihood of exhibiting a more consistent ethical pattern of behavior.
For Question 14, U.S. Males exhibit outlier behavior. This outlier effect is large enough to generate statistically significant results for both Russian v. U.S. and Male V. Female comparisons (although we note that the RF V. UF Comparison narrowly misses statistical significance). The range for RM, RF, and UF is from 3.586 to 3.895, with U.S. Males at 4.324 and exhibiting statistically significant results at the 5% level or better, U.S. Males exhibit outlier behavior. The results for Question 11 indicate that with respect to retraining, the hypothesis is confirmed. Female respondents and Russian respondents exhibit more consistent ethical patterns of behavior, of at least 10% levels of statistical significance. There are no outliers in this case, and the results are firm, though the range of response means is only 0.500.
Overall, for Hypothesis 1, we have a clear contradiction for issues concerning safety, a mild contradiction for the issue of keeping the factory open for the year, but a clear confirmation for retraining of the employees. We therefore conclude that Hypothesis 1 is contradicted, with a caveat for employee retraining. Tables 5 and 6 provide the results related to the overall results for Hypothesis 2.
Hypothesis 2: Of the two countries, the U.S. is more likely to be tolerant of discriminatory practices.
Concerning gender discrimination:
4 -How likely are you to hire the female applicant? (higher more ethical) 7 -How likely are you to increase the wages of the female workers? (higher more ethical) Hypothesis 2 states that of the two countries, the U.S. is more likely to be tolerant of discriminatory practices. Questions 4 (hiring) and 7 (pay equity) deal with this hypothesis, and the results are presented in Table 6 . The results for Question 4 indicate that U.S. respondents are likely to exhibit a more ethical pattern of behavior in hiring at an extremely strong level of statistical significance, much less than 1%, with neither outliers nor bracketing. Thus, for hiring, Hypothesis 2 is contradicted.
For pay equity, Females exhibit a more consistent ethical pattern of behavior than males. However, in this instance, we have bracketing. The means for Russian and U.S. respondents are virtually the same, 3.676 and 3.677, while U.S. Females have the highest value, 4.167, and U.S. males have the lowest value, 3.273. The range between U.S. Females and U.S. Males is 0.894, while the range between Russian Females and Russian Males is 0.403. Thus, for Question 7, we fail to confirm Hypothesis 2, although Females are likely to exhibit a more ethical pattern of behavior at a level of statistically significance of better than 1%. Overall, for Hypothesis 2, we have mixed results. Tables 7 and 8 provide the results for Hypothesis 3.
Hypothesis 3: Of the two countries, the U.S. is less likely to accept questionable practices of supervisors.
Concerning unethical behavior of Supervisors:
6 -How likely are you to conceal that your supervisor is claiming more money than he spent? (higher less ethical) 9 -How likely are you to reveal your plant manager"s actions to top management at company headquarters? (higher more ethical) Table 7 , as measured by Questions 6 and 9. Neither question exhibits statistically significant results for comparisons of Russian and U.S. respondent groups. At first impression, there seems to be a difference in Male and Female behavior, as represented by the statistical significance for Question 6 and the near significance of Equation 9 in the Male v. Female statistics. In this situation, these results are due to variation in behavior between Russian Males and Russian Females. Russian Males exhibit the most ethical pattern of behavior in both questions, while Russian Females exhibit the least ethical pattern of behavior in both questions, thus bracketing the U.S. results. Overall, we fail to confirm Hypothesis 3.
Table 8: Means and variances for Questions 6 and 9 and Rank in parenthesis
Hypothesis 4 states that of the two countries, the U.S. respondents are more likely to tolerate unethical behavior to customers and suppliers than Russian respondents. This hypothesis can be separated into one concerning unethical behavior toward customers, Questions 1 and 5, and another concerning unethical behavior toward suppliers, Questions 3 and 13. In Question 1, we have statistically significant differences only between Males and Females at the aggregate level. Upon consideration of the results for the 4 sub-groups, we see that these results are driven by a low outlier value for Russian Males, of 2.978, with the other values in the range of 3.424 to 3.667. These results are also bracketed, with Russian Females having the highest value, 3.667. As a consequence, the results for Question 1 fail to confirm Hypothesis 4. The results for Question 5 indicate that Russians are less likely to exhibit an ethically consistent pattern of behavior at a statistical significance of less than 1%. These results hold under the sub comparisons, and in the absence of bracketing or an outlier, the results for Question 5 contradict Hypothesis IV.
Questions 3 and 13 are concerned with unethical behavior toward suppliers. Question 3 exhibits high levels of statistical significance in the Russian and U.S. comparisons, at both the aggregate level and the disaggregate level. Russian respondents are less likely to change suppliers, and thus more likely to exhibit ethical behavior, with a high level of statistical significance of at least a 10% level. Question 3 is the only question in which U.S. respondents and Russian respondents are on the opposite side of three, with Russians relatively more ethical, and U.S. relatively less Hypothesis 4: Of the two countries, the U.S. is more likely to tolerate unethical behavior to customers and suppliers than Russia.
Concerning unethical behavior towards customers:
1 -How likely are you to tell the customer about next week"s sale? (higher more ethical) 5 -How likely are you to guarantee the shipment to obtain the contract? (higher less ethical) Concerning unethical behavior towards business rivals:
8 -How likely are you to accept the plan? (higher less ethical) 12 -How likely are you to look inside your competitors" written proposals? (higher less ethical) Hypothesis 5 states that of the two countries, the U.S. respondents would be more ethical toward business rivals. Questions 8 and 12 are used to gauge these differences. These results are reported in Table 9 . These results indicate that U.S. respondents exhibit a greater likelihood of an ethical pattern of behavior using both aggregate and disaggregate data in both questions, and with a level of statistical significance of 5% or better. Hypothesis 5 is confirmed. Tables 13 and 14 provide the results for Hypothesis 5. Table 15 provides the summary of our results.
DISCUSSION
Health and Safety
Based on Hofstede"s four characteristics of power-distance, uncertainty avoidance, individualismcollectivism and masculine-feminine, we predicted Russian graduate students would differ from U.S. graduate students in the areas of job security, discriminatory practices against females, accepting questionable practices by supervisors, tolerating unethical behavior towards customers and suppliers, as well as being ethical toward business rivals. Our first hypothesis examined the respondents" answers to two questions related to health and safety and job security. We predicted that when compared to Russians, the U.S. respondents would be less likely to show concern for the job security and/or health and safety of employees. The results contradicted the hypothesis. Thus, U.S. respondents exhibited more concern for health and safety issues than their Russian counterparts. When dealing with health and safety, individualism-collectivism alone cannot predict responses of U.S. and Russian students. Rather, it appears the emphasis in US society on health and safety takes on a more prominent role in U.S. students" compassion for fellow employees. In our study, we then looked at the responses based on gender differences. Our analysis revealed US females, overall, were the most ethical while Russian Males were the least ethical. U.S. Males and Russian females exhibited comparable frequencies of ethical behavior. Many prior studies on gender find that females tend to be more ethical than male students (references form Lunlum and Moskaloinov). Lunlum and Moskaloinov"s research shows some support for this pattern as it applies to Russian and US students. However, our research shows some differences in ranking; specifically from most ethical to least ethical, we ranked U.S. females (most ethical), U.S. males, Russian females and Russian males (least ethical). For Hypothesis 1, dealing with health and safety of fellow employees, we found support differences among females and males. US females were more willing to adopt ergonomically designed tools, while U.S. males were more willing to purchase safety equipment. When answering questions about job security, males were more likely to keep a factory open for a year. For this question, Russian females were the least likely to keep the factory open, and there were significant differences between Russian females and U.S. females. As a result of the low values associated with the Russian females, Hypothesis 1 was contradicted. The fourth question relating to health and safety and job security provided difference results. Female respondents and Russian respondents exhibited more consistent ethical patterns of behavior when answering how likely are they to offer retraining to displaced employees. When all four health and safety/job security questions are taken as a whole, we cannot say that U.S. respondents are consistently less likely to show concern as compared to their Russian counterparts. Rather, we can conclude that there are differences based on situations dealing with specific issues, such as safety issues and retraining.
Tolerance of Discriminatory Practices
We predicted that of the two countries, the U.S. is more likely to be tolerant of discriminatory practices. We asked two questions related to hiring and pay equity of female workers. Overall, the research results were mixed. US respondents were statistically more likely to exhibit a more ethical pattern of behavior in hiring, however, there was no overall difference between U.S. and Russian respondents in answering the pay equity question. There were, however, gender differences as expected. Females exhibited a pattern of more ethical behavior than males and U.S. females provided the highest ethical scores.
Acceptance of Questionable Practices
We predicted that of the two countries, the U.S. would be less likely to accept questionable practices of supervisors. We asked two questions related to concealing lies by a supervisor and revealing to top management unethical actions by a supervisor. The results show no significant differences between U.S. and Russian respondents. When gender was considered, it was interesting to see variations in Russian males and Russian females. Russian males exhibited the most ethical pattern of behavior and Russian females exhibited the least ethical pattern.
Tolerance of Unethical Behavior Towards Customers and Suppliers
We predicted that the U.S. respondents are more likely to tolerate unethical behavior toward customers and suppliers than Russian respondents. We asked four questions; two related to interactions with customers and two related to interactions with suppliers. Overall, the results were contradicted. Once again, gender differences shed some light on the results. Russian males provided the least ethical responses while Russian females provided the most ethical responses.
The results in this category should also be considered in relation to differences between interactions with suppliers and customers as two separate groups. When isolating the two questions related to customers, Russian respondents appear somewhat less likely to exhibit an ethically consistent pattern of behavior toward customers. However, when examining the results related to tolerance of unethical behavior toward suppliers, we obtained inconsistent results. Russian respondents were less likely to change suppliers and thus, more likely to exhibit ethical behavior. The opposite conclusion was derived from responses to the question relating to how likely the individual was to accept a specific method of negotiating with suppliers. The responses to this question indicated that U.S. respondents were more likely to exhibit a more ethically consistent pattern of behavior.
Tolerance of Unethical Behavior Towards Business Rivals
We predicted that of the two countries, U.S. respondents would be more ethical toward business rivals. We asked two questions related to accepting a specific plan and looking at a competitor"s proposals. The results indicated that U.S. respondents exhibited a greater likelihood of an ethical pattern of behavior than their Russian respondents.
LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY
There are several factors that may limit our findings. First, unlike Nyaw and Ng, we did not control for social desirability response bias. In addition, Russia was not included in the original Hofstede study. As a result, there are no scores for Russia for the four cultural dimensions identified by Hofstede. The ones which we assigned may not be totally representative. However, neither of these limitations diminishes the relevance of the statistical analysis, nor do they invalidate differences in response to specific questions that we identify.
Another limitation may be that the 14 situations are not the best ones to use when drawing conclusions about unethical behaviors toward the five stakeholder groups. As Cohen, Pant and Sharp (1996) explain, a vignette is likely to be useful to cross-cultural researchers if: 1) it identifies cross-culturally relevant issues and 2) it is reliable. It is possible that the vignettes used in the study were unable to identify important cross-cultural differences. Indeed, we accept this as probable and an inherent limitation of the 14 vignettes utilized in our study. Future research will be needed to develop new vignettes that allow a more complete understanding of differences between Russian and U.S. respondents. Several other issues can also limit our findings. The Russian students answered the questionnaire in English. While we have a high degree of confidence in the English abilities of the Russian respondents, and while each situation was explained, it is possible that the question was not fully understood. Another issue is that, as in all such studies, actual behaviors in the workplace may be different from the students' responses. In addition, other factors such as age, work experiences, and legal environment, as well as a host of demographic factors such as marital status, religion and children, may influence responses. Finally, when more than one cultural dimension is considered, it is difficult to predict behaviors. Multivariate analysis should be utilized to learn about the trade-offs between the four dimensions.
While there are undoubtedly differences between Russian and U.S. respondents, it is important to remember that Russians have come from under communism, through the chaos of the crony capitalism of the Yeltsen/Putin years, to what the system is currently evolving. In these circumstances, self-preservation may trump ethical behavior. As a consequence, the Russian responses should be viewed in this light.
Lastly, changes in the world"s economic conditions, as well as the influences of western businesses in Russia, may have a significant impact on the ethical beliefs of both U.S. and Russian individuals in the future.
CONCLUSION
The study of ethical practices in business situations is complex. As businesses engage in global activities, clearly there will be a confluence of factors that impact individual decisions with respect to job security, health and safety, tolerant of female practices, questionable practices of supervisors, unethical behavior toward suppliers and customers, as well as business rivals. Individual behavior is impacted by many variables, including religion and culture. Through the use of the internet and other modern technologies, cultures are quickly being blended. Our study highlights how difficult it is to predict human behavior.
There are several contributions of our study to the literature. First, there have been very few studies of ethical behavior written in English. Our study provides another early look at Russian business ethics. Second, our study demonstrates that hypothesis testing should consider outlier and bracketing effects. Finally, our study shows differences in ethical behavior in the areas of job security, health and safety, tolerance for unethical behavior toward customers and suppliers and toward business rivals. However, the differences are not always predicable based on Hofstede"s theories. Human resource managers may want to use these types of situational dilemmas to obtain information about how prospective and current employees would resolve ethical dilemmas likely to be found in their workplace.
Future research should include longitudinal studies to observe how Russian and U.S. subjects change their ethical beliefs over time. The impact of corporate codes of ethics, as well as training in ethics, should also be studied. In addition, Russia, as well as the U.S., both have diverse demographic groups which may provide additional insight into differences between the groups.
As more and more western companies do business with Russian enterprises, there will likely be a convergence of practices. However, at this point in time, there are some differences and western managers should be aware of the divergence of thought between their U.S. employees and their Russian counterparts employees in the factory are protesting because they get paid 20% less per hour than male workers in the factory. They argue that the male and female workers do comparable work and thus should be paid the same wage. The subsidiary is located in a country which has no laws regarding this matter and where females are customarily paid less than males.
How likely are you to increase the wages of the female workers?
8.
One day you hear a rumor that a competitor has a new product feature that will make a big difference in sales. That evening, a business associate tells you that he can obtain a copy of the secret design plans for the new product feature. He asks you if you would like him to send you a copy.
How likely are you to accept the plan?
9.
You have just been transferred to one of your company's factories. You see an employee pouring used solvent and cleaning solutions down a drain and you tell him to stop immediately. You know that it is illegal to dispose of harmful chemical through the public sewers. You tell the plant manager, your superior, about the employee's illegal act. He tells you not to worry. He says that the plant has disposed of its chemicals through the drains for the last ten years and no has ever found out about it.
How likely are you to reveal the plant manager's actions to top management at company headquarters?
10.
At your company's annual social event you overhear several of your production workers commenting that they have cramped hand muscles because of the design of the tools they use at work. The following week you contact an expert, who tells you that ergonomically designed tools would significantly reduce the discomfort experienced by the workers. The cost of the new tools is quite significant and production output would not be affected by the change in tools.
How likely are you to buy ergonomically designed tools?
11.
You have recently purchased some new automated equipment which will displace 20 of your employees. You have the option of laying off these employees or retraining and absorbing them in another factory. The cost of retraining and absorbing the employees in your factory will be 20% more than the cost of a generous severance package.
How likely are you to offer the retraining to the displaced employees?
12.
A client invites you to a coffee shop to discuss the written proposal for a major project that you have submitted to him last week. He indicates that your proposal is excellent but that he has some difficulties with the price you quote for the project. He leaves to go to the washroom, leaving you alone or a short while. Next to your proposal on top of the counter are the written proposals from your two main competitors. You know that it would take only a few seconds to open the rival proposals to see what prices they quote.
How likely are you to look inside your competitors' written proposals?
13.
One of the managers at your firm suggests a method of getting prices reductions from your suppliers. The method is to demand a 7% reduction or else threaten to go to another supplier who is offering a 10% reduction. This is not true, but the manager predicts that the supplier will negotiate. and that 4% price reductions can be expected. You have used the same suppliers for a long time and have good relations with them, but you have never negotiated with them in this way before.
How likely are you to accept this method of negotiating with your suppliers?
14.
The manufacturing machinery used in your industry is suspected of causing eye damage to its operators.
